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REMARKS 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of the present application in view of 
the foregoing amendments and in view of the reasons that follow. 

Status of Claims: 

No claims are currently being added or cancelled. 
Claims 3-6, 12-17 and 19-20 are currently being amended. 

This amendment and reply amends claims in this application. A detailed listing of all 
claims that are, or were, in the application, irrespective of whether the claims remain under 
examination in the application, is presented, with an appropriate defined status identifier. 

After amending the claims as set forth above, claims 1-20 are pending in this 
application. 

Submission of Certified Copy of Priority Document: 

The Office Action Summary sheet correctly indicates that Applicant filed a claim for 
convention priority, but it incorrectly indicates that a certified copy of the priority document 
was not received by the PTO. In fact, a certified copy of the priority document was filed with 
the PTO on August 21, 2003, as evidenced by the inclusion of that certified copy of the 
priority document in the PAIR system of the PTO. It is respectfully requested that the next 
PTO correspondence indicate that Applicant has filed a certified copy of the priority 
document. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. $ 112. 2 nd Paragraph: 

In the Office Action, claim 5 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 2 nd Paragraph, as 
being indefinite, because the limitation "the system" on line 1 of that claim lacks prior 
antecedent basis. By way of this amendment and reply, claim 5 has been amended so that it 
now correctly depends from claim 1, so as to provide antecedent basis for "system." 
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Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103(a): 

In the Office Action, claims 1-6, 8-16 and 18-20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent Publication No. 2003/0065805 to Barnes et al. 
in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,842,460 to Olkkonen et al.; and claims 7 and 17 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barnes in view of Jim Geier, "Overview 
of the IEEE 802.11 Standard." These rejections are traversed with respect to the presently 
pending claims under rejection, for at least the reasons given below. 

Barnes is directed to providing location based functions and mobile e-commerce. 
Paragraphs 01 10-0115 of Barnes describe that authentication data used to determine whether 
a user's voice, face, iris, finger print, or other input matches data stored in memory, whereby 
that information is provided to a remote computer, which decides whether or not the user of 
the computer is an authorized user. Clearly, this authentication data is data of the user, and 
not of a hot spot dealer. Paragraph 0385 of Barnes describes that a device 101 can be 
programmed to control devices when the user enters or leaves a particular area, or when the 
device is out of communication range; however, this says nothing about providing 
authentication data of a hot spot dealer and displaying that authentication data. There is no 
reason to display such authentication data in the system of Barnes, since his system appears to 
automatically allow control of a device by another device when that other device enters a 
particular area. 

Still further, the Office Action correctly recognizes that Barnes does not teach or 
suggest displaying the electric field intensity of a roaming contract relation dealer on a display 
means, but incorrectly asserts that Figure 2B of Olkkonen et al. discloses displaying the signal 
strength on a wireless device. Figure 2B of Olkkonen et al. shows an Ad Hoc discovery menu 
of ad hoc networks, whereby there is no indication as to whether or not any of these ad hoc 
networks are the user's own subscribed hot spot dealer or a roaming contract relation dealer. 

Therefore, for the reasons given above, independent claim 1 (as well as independent 
claim 11, which recites similar features) is patentable over the combined teachings of Barnes 
and Olkkonen et al. 
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With respect to independent claim 18, that claim recites displaying, when the agent 
authentication means has carried out successful authentication, that the service area is of the 
successfully authenticated hot spot dealer . As discussed above with respect to the rejection of 
claim 1, Barnes does not teach or suggest displaying that a service area is that of a 
successfully authenticated hot spot dealer, and thus that claim is also patentable over the cited 
art of record (since Olkkonen et al. does not rectify these deficiencies of Barnes. 

With respect to the rejection of dependent claim 3, the Office Action asserts that 
paragraph 0327 of Barnes teaches the "congestion" features recited in that claim. Applicant 
respectfully disagrees. Namely, paragraph 0327 of Barnes describes that the device 101 
provides the user with information concerning traffic with respect to a location where the user 
is to drive to, whereby this has nothing at all to do with network congestion (rather, it deals 
with vehicular congestion). 

Accordingly, claim 3 (and claim 13, which recites similar features) is patentable for 
these additional reasons. 

It is noted that the features discussed above with respect to dependent claim 3 are also 
recited in independent claim 13, whereby that claim is also patentable over the cited art of 
record. 

Further, with respect to the rejection of claim 4, the fact that paragraph 0327 of Barnes 
provides vehicular traffic congestion information makes it clear that it does not contemplate 
collecting data link layer protocol data in order to obtain a congestion degree in the service 
area to output the obtained congestion degree to the display means. Rather, Barnes's system 
receive data concerning vehicle congestion which has nothing at all to do with network 
congestion. 

Accordingly, claim 4 (and claim 14, which recites similar features) is patentable for 
these additional reasons. 

Still further, with respect to the rejection of claim 5, the Office Action asserts that the 
LED described in paragraph 0037 of Barnes of an LCD that is commonly used as a laptop 
monitor corresponds to the claimed light-emitting means, and that control logic for LCD in a 
laptop corresponds to the claimed control means. With respect to an LCD for a laptop 
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monitor, that device provides an indication as to the amount of data being input to or output 
from the laptop, but it does not provide an indication as to the network congestion for a 
network to which the laptop is to be connected to. This is a clear distinction, since network 
traffic that is not directed to the laptop can cause severe network congestion, whereby the 
laptop itself would be downloading data at a slow rate (and thereby the LED would flicker 
slowly). In that case, the LED would provide an incorrect indication as to the network 
congestion, and clearly would not meet the specific features recited in claim 5. 

Accordingly, claim 5 (and claim 15, which recites similar features) is patentable for 
these additional reasons. 

Lastly, claims 1 9 and 20 have been amended to recite features concerning discerning 
network congestion, whereby such features (see page 19 of the specification) are not taught or 
suggested by the cited art of record, when taken as a whole. 

Conclusion: 

Since all of the issues raised in the Office Action have been addressed in this 
Amendment and Reply, Applicant believes that the present application is now in condition for 
Allowance, and an early indication of allowance is respectfully requested. 

The Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned by telephone if it is felt that a 
telephone interview would advance the prosecution of the present application. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees which may be 
required regarding this application under 37 C.F.R. §§ 1.16-1.17, or credit any overpayment, 
to Deposit Account No. 19-0741. Should no proper payment be enclosed herewith, as by a 
check or credit card payment form being in the wrong amount, unsigned, post-dated, 
otherwise improper or informal or even entirely missing, the Commissioner is authorized to 
charge the unpaid amount to Deposit Account No. 19-0741. 
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If any extensions of time are needed for timely acceptance of papers submitted 
herewith, Applicant hereby petitions for such extension under 37 C.F.R. §1.136 and 
authorizes payment of any such extensions fees to Deposit Account No. 19-0741. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date 




FOLEY & LARDNER LLP George C. Beck 

Customer Number: 22428 Registration No. 38,072 

Telephone: (202)945-6014 

Facsimile: (202) 672-5399 Phillip J. Articola 

Registration No. 38,819 
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